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Remarks 

Claims 1^27 are pending. 

Ciainis 1-27 stand tejected. 

Ckums ! , (>, 21, 26 anti 27 have been amended. 

Ciaims 2, 4^ 7 and 8 have been cancelled 

Clamis 1, 3, 5-6 and 9-27 are submitted herein for review. 

No new matter has been added. 

AppKcants begin by reattesting a telephonic interview. This Amendment is being 
filed after-fi ^ ^^ with an RCE< At)r>1ica»ts request an intervte%v during the consideration of 
t h i s Amendm^^ 

Examiner considers the merits of this action prior to that time, please contact the 
nndersigned agents for Annltcants. 

Ill I he first section of the Office Action, the Examinei" has objected to the spelling of 
"calliper" in the claims. Applicants have amended the independent claims accordingly and 
respectfully request that this rejection be withdrawn. 

Taming to the prior art; the Examiner has rejected independent claims 1,6, 21 and 26 
under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Mori (U.S. Patent No. 6,367,595). 
Applicants respectfully disagree with the Examiner and submit the following remarks in reply. 

Applicants begin b\ notu^a that lite subject n^atter of independeut clanns 1 21 and 2^^^ 
ha\e been amended lo include the t>ubiect matter of now canceileil cUuniii 2 and 4. it ii> n.>ied 
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that before incotporation of claim 4 into claims 1, 21 md 2<5 a correction was matte to the 
following phrase , .expressed as the ratio of thickaess to cifcuimferential extension, of said Bm 
m-wm-e-s i i^k entire ooBnectina strocture relative to the axis of rotation of the brake disc is 
between 2/1 00 and 4/100" to bring this into conformiiy with the description in the specification, 
as seen for example iti paragraph [002S], 

Separately, independent claitn 6 has been separately amended to include the subject 
matter of now cancelied dependent ciaiins 7 and 8. 

To this end, among other elements, independent claims 1,21 and 26 include tlie feature 
of the one or more shells delimiting one or more through openings, in which the total area of 
opening of the through openings ts less than 40% of the total area of the one or more shells 
inchiding that of the through openings in which the slenderness of the entire coimeeting structure 
tbraied by the one or more shells, including the through openings, expressed as the ratio of 
thickness tocireuinferetitial extension of the entire coiuiectlngstructiue relative to tJie axis of 
rotation of tlie brake disc is between 2/1 00 and 4/100. 

Regarding claim 6, among other feature, this claim includes the feature of the shell -t\'pe 
connecting structure extending substaniiaiiy along an arc of circle having a radi us of 180 mm to 
220 mm, in which the average thickness of the shell is between 5 mm and 15 mm and whefein 
the circnmferemial extension of the shell-type connecting structure corresponds tO; an angle of 
aperture of a sector of circle of between 100'^ and 130*. 

In fomiing the rejection of these eleJTients(cMm 4 ami 8) tte Examiner argues thai Mori 
does not teach these elements^ biit that 'ti]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 



13 



Appiicaiion No, 10/584,694 

Amendmeiol: Dated: Deceoiber 20, 2010 

Reply to Office Action Dated September 27, 2010 

the art to provide the caliper of Mori et al, wiih the abm>e range imita^ms as a matter qf 
mgine&rmg design c/jo/c^ by tacreasing the length of the circumferential extension of tlie left 
and right bridge pordons of Moj i's caliper housing, since the above range of iimitatioas are 
based on some of the fiictors that depend on the size of the caliper, the miraber of through 
openings on the bridge or connecting stnjctufe of the ealiper housing, the thickenss of the 
bridge," ... etc.. (See Ofike Action at pg, 3-4). 

lii other words the Eixaniiner is arguing that the claimed ranges fiom claims 4 and 8 are 
merely design choice and the ranges are simply incidental to tlie construction of the brake. 
However, such an analysis is incorrect. 

Applicants are aware that "[WJhere the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the 
prior art, it is not inventive to discover the optimum or workable ranges by routine 
expemnentation/* In re Aiiera^O F.2d 454, 456, 105 OSPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 1955). However, 
a par ticular parameter must first be recognised as a resali-effective variable, i,e., a variable 
which achieves a recognized result, before the determination of the optimum or workable ranges 
of said variable might be characterized as routine experimentation. In re A}m:mi\ S59 F,2d 618, 
195 IJSPQ 6 (CGPA 1 977) See MPEP 2 3 44.05. hi other words "[A] patentable invention may 
lie in the discovery of the source of a problem even though the remedy may be obvious once the 
source of the problem is identified. This is part of the 'subject matter as a whole' which should 
always be considered in determining the obviousness of an invention under 35 U.S.C. § 103." hi 
re SpmmoMe, 405 F.2d 578, 5S5, 160 USPQ 237, 243 {C:CPA 1969). See MPEP 2141 .02. 

This is ihc case m the present anangcment For exanipl*. as stated m paiayiapb j(>004]: 
" 1 he biakmg force uansmitted b\ friction from the brake disc to the pads 
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and Ifoni thc^f thfough die caiipci hods lo (he xchjcle suspenMoii t^uoUe'^ lurther 
torsional and sheai loadi on the tdhper bod\ J he leMilt ot this m aLVluioii to a 
large sheai foKe is a fniihei beiidinii monjent m {be (.ouneLUn^ budget (his 
state of tbicc-dmienstonai loads on die<.tJipei bodv danng braking tcsitlts m 
■^libstantia! deloiniatjon and di^to-tion oi Mie bod\ 1 bis means tb. 1 it !s necessarv 
{o ovessi/e both the tahpei bods itst'll aiid fae susptiusuni at tbe pomis at ubich 
the calipci IS attached m order to pre\ettt reiat \e axial notion of the two 
attac hment pomts so as to linut the distortion of the caliper body." 

The prosentK ehumed arrangement as ds'^cussed for exa nj k in paiaaiaphs "0025] and 

[0028j aie asiiosig oibei features conhguted to addiess ihts issue Vs siated m pa agiapb 

[0042]; 

"The connecting stn^cture 5 is tlierefore a shell structure or Jn other words 
a structure with a sufficiently tlii« wall and a safftciently large svuface extension 
to traiistiiit between the side walls 2 both the force of reaction to the axial thrust of 
the thrust means (hydraulic pistons 8) and the actual braking force as a shell or 
shear wall stiiictural system instead of txansmitting these forces as a frame system 
with rigid nodes and beaitis as is tlie practice in solutions usitig ktiown 
technology." 

In other words, the dimensions as claimed in claims 1, 6, 21 and 26 am not mere design 
choice, but are included along with the other featuj-es of the claims to alleviate a specifte problem 
encountered in prior art designs. 

For at least this reason. Applicants request that tlie rejection of independent claiiTis 1, 6, 
2 1 and 26 be withdrawn. As claims 3,5, 9-20 and 22-25 depend from claims J , 6 and 2 1 these 
claims should be allowed for at least the same reason. 

Applicants separately note that claim 27 was introduced in the prior Amendment, It 
includes antong otl^er features that the one or more shells circumferentially overlap the area of 
the seating for the pads. The Examiner has given no rejection for this claim. It is listed as 
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rg{ectcdjao.tMj^^ Applicmits 
request consideration on the merits. To the extent that tlie Examiner considers the claim in tbe 
same vein as claims 1,6 21 aiul 2t\ Vpp^icanis submit that claim 27 should be held allowable 
for at least tlie same reasons set fortb above in support of clainm i, C% 21 and 26, 

In view of the foregoing. Applicants respectfiiUy submit tfeatpetidmg claims 1, 3, 5-6 arid 
9-27 are in condition for allowance, the earliest possible notice of which is earnestly solicited. If 
t!ie Examiner feels that an interview would facilitate the prosecution of this Application he is 
invited to contact the undersigned at the muiiber listed below. 



Dated; December 20, 20 1 0 Respectfully submitted, 

SOFER & HAROim,L.LP. 

By /Robert Hai'ouct/ 
Robert Haroun 
Reg. Ho 34,345 

3 1 7 Madison Avenue, Suite 910 
New York, NY 10017 
(212) 65)7-2800 
{::iistomer # 39600 
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